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NATIONAL SECURITY REPORT

An Eye on the CIA

In the wake of the Iran-contra affair, Congress is seeking to increase its oversight of the
intelligence community. Some fear that Congress might overreact.

BY DAVID C. MORRISON

rust is the “coin of the realm” in

Washington, Secretary of State
George P. Shultz said in testimony last
summer to the Iran-contra committees.

In no realm of executive-legislative re-
lations may that coin have been more tar-
nished by the missiles-to-mullahs scandal
than in congressional oversight of the
intelligence community. As a result, com-
mittee hoppers are now bulging with bills
aimed at fixing what some regard as
faulty procedures that made those murky
doings possible.

The measure most likely to win passage
would mandate that at least the top con-
gressional leadership be notified of all co-
vert activities within 48 hours of their
initiation. Other, less certain, proposals
would install an independent inspector
general at the CIA, give the General Ac-
counting Office (GAO) access to CIA fis-
cal accounts, radically revamp the House
and Senate Select Intelligence Commit-
tees and significantly alter the manage-
ment of the intelligence community.

This legislative flurry signals the re-
sumption of a heated debate that began in
the mid-1970s, when congressional inves-
tigations of the CIA’s “dirty work” over-
seas and spying at home prompted enact-
ment of the first notification law, the 1974
Hughes-Ryan Amendment, and the cre-
ation of the House and Senate Intelligence
Committees.

“For 35 years of the Cold War, nobody
much worried about the independence of
the CIA, because there was a general con-
sensus on the nature of the threat,” ob-
served Harry Howe Ransom, a political
science professor at Vanderbilt University
and the author of an article on the CIA
and the Constitution in the fall 1987 issue
of Armed Forces & Society. “But that con-
sensus, obviously, doesn’t exist any more.
So there’s going to be another battle about

all of this. It’s clear that Congress is going
to have a greater partnership role in this
whole business, even though it probably
won’t achieve as much accountability as
[some] propose.”

Most present and former intelligence
officers view the renewal of the oversight
debate and the possibility of even greater
congressional intrusion into their activi-
ties with unmitigated alarm. “The intelli-
gence community does not reject or re-
pulse oversight,” said 29-year CIA
veteran John K. Greaney, executive direc-
tor of the 3,500-member Association of
Former Intelligence Officers. “The better
the oversight, the more readily the Con-
gress will support the [community’s] re-
quirements.” But Congress is “overreact-
ing to its [the community’s] role in the
Iran-contra investigation,” Greaney said.
“I think the problem is that you’ve gotten
to a point where it’s become fashionable
again to be against intelligence.”

On the other hand, Georgetown Uni-

versity School of Foreign Service asso-
ciate dean Allan E. Goodman, who
served in the CIA from 1975-81, asserted
that the agency “has to get with the mood
of the times and stop saying no to every
reform proposal and that there are no
problems.” The United States is “trying
to do almost the impossible—to make se-
cret intelligence compatible with democ-
racy,” Goodman said. “And it may not
be. But I can assure you that Congress
will not stand still for another Iran-contra
affair, another assassination manual. The
leaders of the CIA need to realize that.”

TIMELY NOTICE

In a rare Friday and Saturday session
late last June, Senate Intelligence Com-
mittee members met to wrestle with what
was, to them, one of the most disturbing
aspects of the Iran-contra affair. The 1980
Intelligence Oversight Act directs the
President to inform selected Members of
all covert actions “in a timely fashion.”
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But Congress knew nothing of the
arms sales until they were reported in a
Beirut newspaper in November 1986,
10 months after President Reagan ret-
roactively signed a “finding” approv-
ing missile sales to Iran that had actu-
ally begun in August 1985.

“ ‘Timely fashion’ was always con-
templated to have been within a couple
of days,” said committee vice chair-
man William S. Cohen, R-Maine.
“Then we found out in the Iran-contra
hearings that the Administration,
through the Justice Department, had
interpreted ‘timely fashion’ to mean
that the President had unfettered dis-
cretion. Our reaction was to say, ‘We
cannot exert effective oversight if that
is the standard.” ”

The Senate panel thus sought to re-
strict the wiggle room that it had al-
lowed in the 1980 law. Members strug-
gled that June weekend with semantic
refinements—substituting “contempo-
raneously,” for instance, for the cur-
rent stipulation that the President keep
the Intelligence Committees “fully and
currently” notified of findings.

Given the Administration’s pen-
chant for creative legal interpretation, the
committee members finally decided there
was no substitute for specificity. In a July
1 letter to the White House, therefore, the
lawmakers urged that all covert actions be
preceded by written findings; that all exec-
utive agencies involved be identified, as
well as any third countries or private indi-
viduals—by general description, if not by
name; and that the President inform at
least the Senate Majority and Minority
Leaders, the House Speaker and Minority
Leader and the chairmen and vice chair-
men of the House and Senate Intelligence
Committees—the “Gang of Eight”—of
all findings “in no event later than within
48 hours” of their signing.

In an Aug. 7 response that formed the
basis for a new White House directive on
covert operations—National Security De-
cision Directive (NSDD) 286—Reagan
signed on to the Senate recommenda-
tions—with a significant stipulation. No-
tification would not be delayed beyond
two working days, the President pledged,
“in all but the most exceptional circum-
stances.” In those cases, according to
NSDD 286, the high-level National Secu-
rity Planning Group would reevaluate ev-
ery 10 days whether to continue delaying
notification.

“It then became apparent that we had
less than we had before,” said Senate
Intelligence Committee member Arlen
Specter, R-Pa. “Because before, at least,
{the President] had an obligation to
[notify] in a ‘timely’ way, and now he was
extracting a circumstance where he didn’t
have to do it at all.”
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Former CIA director Stansfield Turner
He likes the idea of an intelligence “czar.”

Last September, therefore, Cohen and
other committee members introduced a
bill (S 1721) that codifies the measures
recommended in the July | letter. After
extensive hearings and floor debate, the
Senate approved the bill on March 15 by a
surprisingly wide margin, 71-19.

But the debate is far from over. A com-
panion bill (HR 3822) sponsored by
House Intelligence Committee chairman
Louis Stokes, D-Ohio, and Subcommittee
on Legislation chairman Matthew F. Mc-
Hugh, D-N.Y,, is likely to come up for a
floor vote before the end of April. And
Reagan has threatened to veto the mea-
sure if and when it crosses his desk.

In unusual open-door testimony before
the House panel in February, CIA direc-
tor William H. Webster asserted, as have
other opponents of the new oversight pro-
posals, that the “unfortunate” Iran-con-
tra business resulted simply from “offi-
cials failing to follow existing procedures
and rules.” Reagan, he said, had already
taken ‘““corrective steps” with NSDD 286,
and Webster had taken steps of his own to
rectify any “shortcomings” in CIA opera-
tions revealed by the Iran-contra episode.
“In short, significant changes have been
made,” Webster concluded. “I would re-
spectfully submit that they should be
given a chance to work.”

Two of Webster’s predecessors were
split in their views on the legislation. “I
don’t think it’s a world-shaking issue,”
said William E. Colby, the CIA director
from 1973-76, who likened the oversight
measure to closing a loophole in a tax bill.
“The basic relationship between the Con-
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gress and the President on covert ac-
tion is set,” he said. “Congress does
have a right to be informed and have a
view.”

Stansfield Turner’s concerns about
notification reflect instances when
President Carter failed to notify Con-
gress of reconnaissance of the Iranian
desert and the purchase of cars and the
rental of warehouses in Tehran preced-
ing the abortive 1980 hostage rescue.
“Had the CIA told Congress about
those, it would have been disclosing a
prospective military operation which
for reasons of secrecy and security of
personnel, the President of the United
States was not informing the Congress
about,” said Turner, who headed the
agency from 1977-81.

The Senate bill defines the “special
activities” for which it demands 48-
hour notification as including any CIA
operation “‘conducted in foreign coun-
tries, other than activities intended
solely for obtaining necessary intelli-
gence.” Turner said his opposition
would evaporate if that could be rede-
fined to exclude CIA rescue efforts
and CIA support for prospective mili-
tary operations. “I don’t at this point see
any objection to notifying [within] 48
hours on a genuine covert action as op-
posed to these pseudo-covert actions,” he
said.

But Turner strongly objects to one of
the most ubiquitous arguments used
against the pending oversight legislation.
House Intelligence Committee vice chair-
man Henry J. Hyde, R-Ill,, for instance,
in a typical rendition of this argument,
recalled that “the famous Canadian ca-
per, where they helped us get six of our
diplomats out of Iran, was a three-month
operation. They insisted that we not tell
anybody, and we didn’t. There’s no deal-
ing with that situation in this bill.”

But Turner said of Canada’s assistance,
“I don’t remember that subject [notifica-
tion of Congress] ever coming up.” Cita-
tion of that case “infuriates” him, he
added, “because it’s wrong and I think the
Canadians were so cooperative that we
ought not to cast any doubts on their posi-
tion.”

LEGAL QUESTIONS

Among other grounds, the White
House has challenged the oversight legis-
lation on its constitutionality. “A notifica-
tion requirement does not usually on its
face raise a constitutional objection,”
Charles J. Cooper, the assistant attorney
general who heads the Justice Depart-
ment’s Office of Legal Counsel, said in an
interview. “In this particular area, a rig-
idly inflexible 48-hour requirement could
conceivably place impediments on the
President’s prerogatives and authorities

Richard A. Bloom
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that would truly restrain his ability to
act.”

Proponents of the bill strongly dis-
agree. Cooper “is assuming that there
would be a leak; that’s the only way [that
notification] could serve as a veto,” Sen-
ate Intelligence Committee chairman Da-
vid L. Boren, D-Okla., responded in an
interview. “We do not exercise a veto, we
render our advice. If the President choses
not to follow it, he has the authority to
proceed ahead.”

Morton H. Halperin, director of the
Washington office of the American Civil
Liberties Union, agrees. “I don’t think
[the bill] even comes close to areas where
Congress can limit the activities of the
President,” he said.

Constitutional issues seem likely to
continue dogging the intelligence over-
sight debate, Just as they have contributed
to disputes over the War Powers Resolu-
tion. If Congress overrides the threatened
presidential veto of the 48-hour notifica-
tion, Cooper said, “jurisdictional impedi-
ments would have to be addressed, but it
is not inconceivable that this would be
something that would ultimately be ad-
dressed in the courts.”

Another likely source of serious dispute
over the Senate bill lies not with the Ad-
ministration but with the House. The bill
allows the President, if disclosure would
pose “grave risk” to “vital security inter-
ests,” to limit notification to the party
leaders in each chamber—a Gang of
Four. Boren pressed for this, over Cohen’s
initial objections, to ensure the broadest
possible support for the bill.

Senate Intelligence chairman David L. Boren
A joint Intelligence Committee is g bad idea.

House Intelli
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gence Committee chairman Louis Stokes, D-Ohio

He opposes excluding the Intelligence panels from notification requirements.

“That takes out the Intelligence Com-
mittee chairmen,” House panel chairman
Stokes complained. (It would also leave
out the vice chairmen.) Stokes expects the
matter to be a central issue at the Senate-
House conference that will iron out the
otherwise minor differences between the
two bills. “I think the House would want
to stick pretty much to the current eight,”
he said.

“The Senate could get caught in the
middle,” Boren acknowledged, “with the
White House saying in some circum-
stances it should be zero [Members noti-
fied} and the House saying that it should
always be at least eight.” Considering the

veto-busting margin by which the
bill won Senate approval, Boren’s
political calculation appears to
have been on target. In the more
partisan House, however, the
Stokes-McHugh bill is likely to
travel a rockier road.

For all of the controversy, the
intelligence oversight bills now un-
der active consideration are mild
compared with other straws in the
wind. Some of the toughest mea-
sures were urged by former De-
fense Secretary Clark M. Clifford
in testimony before the two intelli-
gence panels. He testified in the
1970s before the Senate investigat-
ing committee headed by the late
Frank Church, D-Idaho, “at great
length, and they came up with
some advances, but it wasn’t near

~enough,” he said in an interview.

“Here, again, the same egregious
mistakes are made, and we go
through this incredible worldwide
embarrassment over the Iran-con-
tra debacle.”

What Clifford wants to see now
is a stipulation that all funds would

Richard A. Bloom

be cut off for covert operations that Con-
gress has not been notified about, coupled
with criminal sanctions for the individ-
uals running such an operation. “There is
no 100 per cent guarantee that you can
prevent this from occurring in the fu-
ture,” he said. “I just think you ought to
make it more difficult by making it a pen-
alty under law.”

Clifford’s recommendations have not
been acted upon. Nor has any movement
been made on a separate bill (S 1818) that
Specter introduced last October. Among
other things, his bill would provide a
mandatory five-year prison term for any

federal employee who provides false in-

formation to a congressional committee.
“The Intelligence Committees have a
unique problem because they meet in se-
cret,” Specter said. “If somebody testifies
falsely in an open hearing, it may be in the
newspapers and somebody will come up
and say, ‘That guy gave you some wrong
information; here is the truth.” But if
somebody testifies in secret, nobody ever
hears about [it], s0 you can never find it to
be wrong.”

INDEPENDENT EYES

Other measures under consideration
would plunge Congress far more deeply
into the CIA’s day-to-day doings than it is
today. The Specter bill, for instance, also
calls for the establishment of an indepen-
dent inspector general, similar to those
operating in 19 other federal agencies.
Currently, the CIA inspector general is
appointed by, and reports solely to, the
agency chief, sometimes preparing only a
single “eyes only” report.

Though he had originally wanted to
have the CIA inspector general nomi-
nated by the President and confirmed by
the Senate, Specter said he could accept a
compromise in which the CIA director
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would appoint an inspector general who
would also report to Congress. Specter
hopes to have the provision included in
this year’s intelligence authorization bill,

Like many of the proposals now under
discussion, this one was recommended in
the Iran-contra committees’ majority re-
port, which stated that the CIA inspector
general “appears not to have had the
manpower, resources or tenacity to ac-
quire key facts uncovered by other inves-
tigations™ of the affair. A House Intelli-
gence Committee aide used stronger
language, terming the CIA inspector gen-
eral system “useless” because it “has not
been willing to turn rocks over.”

Specter’s proposal would permit the
CIA director to prohibit the independent
inspector general from auditing particu-
larly sensitive operations, provided that
the director tells the Intelligence Commit-
tees his reason for doing so within seven
days. The Defense Secretary has similar
authority to exclude that department’s in-
Spector general, but has apparently never
exercised it.

Colby was not very perturbed by the
statutory inspector general idea, though
he said it would be better to keep that
function internal. Turner said he would
have no great objections to the plan so
long as the inspector general provided
Congress only with an annual summary
report. “But then I'm worried that Con-
gress will say, ‘Every time you find some
fraud or drug smuggling or something il-
legal, come to us right away,” ” he said.
“Nobody running an organization wants
Big Brother looking over his shoulder.”

Scott D. Breckenridge, who served
in the CIA inspector general’s office
from 1962-79, however, was ada-
mantly opposed. CIA inspectors gen-
eral play a role different from that of
their counterparts in other agencies, he
said, because they are both chaplains
to whom agents come for confidential
counseling and internal policemen in-
vestigating allegations of wrongdoing
in highly sensitive operations. Because
junior officers almost never work for
that office, Breckenridge contended,
the view that CIA inspectors general
tread cautiously out of careerism or
fear of alienating their colleagues is
misguided.

“If the CIA [inspector general] has
to give his reports to Congress, I can
guarantee that they will become ster-
ile,” he warned. “Who wants to be

called up before a hostile congressional
interrogator?”

It seems unlikely, in any event, that
the statutory inspector general scheme
will get very far, at least this year. The
idea “has some merit,” Stokes ‘said,
“but it is an area that we have to study
a bit more.” Boren noted that director

Webster is beefing up the agency’s inspec-
tor general and general counsel offices. If
those reforms don’t work, he said, “then
P'm certainly open to considering an inde-
pendent inspector general.”

In a similar vein, SenateiGovernmentalw

Affairs;Committee-chairmanJohm Glenn™
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“But when you look at the tendency of the
GAO to spread its charter, not Jjust to
determine the propriety of spending the
money but [also judging] the substance of
how a program has worked, it seems to
me you just get into a [troubling] realm.”

Boren, who is bringing five new audi-

(E:(ahi'o,nhasrproposedvatbi]-l‘f(S‘_'I’4’5'8)it}rat-'tors onto the Senate Intelligence Commit-
wouldsgivesthe«GAOraccessstosGIAwac-mmtee staff, believes that giving the GAO

«counts.«Rep. Leon E. Panetta, D-Calif,

access to the CIA “would be really bad.”

has introduced a companionubillm(HIRwmThe Intelligence Committees were cre-

3603).inthe H lousewhere:ithas gained,70 mawated

CQiSponsorsem

The CIA is the only federal agency to
which the GAO has no entrée, though the
accounting office has about two dozen
examiners with the security clearances
needed to audit the obsessively secretive
National Security Agency (NSA) and
“black” Pentagon procurement pro-
grams. (See NJ, 4/11/87, p. 867.)

“What I'm not proposing is that [GAO
auditors] become sufficiently intrusive
that they would be a hindrance to CIA
activity,” Glenn said. “But, on the other
hand, we monitor every other function of
government. And that’s how you pick up
something like the Iran-contra situation,
by monitoring those accounts.” GAO au.
diting of the CIA director’s discretionary
fund—described as a “significant”
amount of money by an Intelligence Com-
mittee aide—could be a “tricky area,” ac-
knowledged Glenn, who suggested that
those funds could be accounted for in the
aggregate to ensure confidentiality.

Colby was leery of letting the GAO into
the CIA’s books. “The GAO has done
some very delicate reviews,” he conceded.

Senate Intelligence panelist Arlen Specter
He wants an independent inspector general,

Susan M. Muniak

in the mid-1970s because “we
wanted to get away from sharing all of
this information with 10 or 15 commit-
tees,” he said. “Inject GAO into this, and
it is a way to once again disperse the juris-
diction of the two committees.”

Those proposing to unleash the GAO
on the CIA have failed to show that com-
mittee auditing procedures “are not cur-
rently working,” said Stokes, who plans.
to hire one auditor for the smaller House
staff. Nonetheless, he said, he has told
Panetta that he is willing to hold hearings
on the question. Glenn, who is still wait-
ing for the Senate Intelligence Committee
to take action on his bill, said he might
offer it as an amendment to the intellj-
gence authorization bill.

RESTRUCTURING

One of the most sweeping proposals—

found in another Specter™billFIS¥ 820)=—yp

would create aspoliticall yYappointedsposteme
sofddirectoryofimationalfintelli gence'to over-

see the entire intelligence community, as
distinct from the CIA directorship, which
would become a seven-year tenured posi-
tion, much like that of the FBI director.
The CIA director has always worn a
second hat as the director of central
intelligence, with jurisdiction over all
the intelligence agencies. (See NJ, 579/
87, p. 1110.)
‘tItisﬁﬁstlnctqpqssgbj;,foythe-guy;
th?é%?‘s’éalthe1@1A¢o:a-lmrb‘eﬂhe~
toverseer of all™ 1€¥0theraintelligence umy
“Operations, "“Specter said. “The CIA
director is really responsible for covert
activities aﬁa‘lfasrarconﬁicttofsintggest,j
pefhﬁﬁs;limtaiioringcgrimoldingithe?
ﬁn‘dir@stofathewinteliigcncelcomfmfunityv

mightlbeipursuin'g?ﬁlspecter also ar-
gued that the intelligence community
has grown to the point that it needs a
full-time manager.

“It’s a very good idea, and it’s one
that has added impetus because of
Iran-contra,” former CIA director
Turner said, because “imposing an ad-
ditional person in the loop would be
some additional protection” against
the politicization of intelligence and
the authorization of illegal covert ac-
tivities.

Both Turner and Specter acknowl-
edge, however, that a director of na-
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tional intelligence must have the staff
and the institutional clout needed to
work his will on the CIA and the rest
of the intelligence community, most of
which resides in the Defense Depart-
ment. “It depends on how the job is
structured and what other authority
[he] has,” Specter said. “The Presi-
dent’s assistant for national security
has tremendous coordinating respon-
sibilities without having a major
agency under him. That is the anal-
ogy.$’

The Key authiorityswould-be-budget-

Caty. As director of central intelligence,
Turner took over the task of allotting
the budgets for all of the community—
for the NSA and the Defense Intelli-
gence Agency, for instance, as well as
for the CIA. Before, the intelligence
chief had to negotiate budgetary
apportionment with the Defense Sec-
retary, in whose over-all budget all of
the intelligence funds, including the
ClIA’s, are appropriated. The NSA
“did better in the three years when I
set up the budget,” Turner said. “My
being able to make the decision deci-
sively, rather than by compromise,
they found, stood them in better stead.”

Employees of the non-CIA compo-
nents of the intelligence community “will
tell you privately that they are all in favor
of this, but they cannot publicly acknowl-
edge that,” a Senate Intelligence Commit-
tee aide said. “The biggest opponents of
this, of course, are in the CIA; they stand
the most to lose” because their top man
now also has charge of the entire intelli-
gence community.

Indeed, former CIA deputy director
George A. Carver Jr., now a senior fellow
at the Center for Strategic and Interna-
tional Studies in -Washington, groused
that “this idea keeps springing up like a
noxious weed and needs to be rooted up as
soon as it springs up.” Because Specter’s
proposal, as a Senate aide put it, “gets into
a lot of people’s pet rocks,” his bill is
probably unlikely to find its way out of
committee anytime soon.

The same goes in spades for a measure
(HJRes 48) that Hyde has sponsored and
a companion bill (S 2113) that Sen. Alan
J. Dixon, D-Ill., has offered to merge the
two Intelligence Committees, with their
35 members, into an 18-member joint
committee. “The advantage of the joint
committee is to narrow the loop of the
number of people who have access to very
sensitive information,” Hyde said. “I have
a great fear that other countries will not
cooperate with us knowing that whatever
they say to us or whatever operations they
engage in with us will soon become a mat-
ter of public record.”

Virtually-allof theformer CIA officiats—
vinterviewal‘ffﬁvor—‘a"join-t—committee;mot-:.

Rep. Henry J. Hyde, R-IIl,
He proposes a joint intelligence panel.

Susan M. Muniak

intelligence panels are strengthening
their security procedures. Boren and
Cohen, for instance, have secured the
backing of the Senate leadership to
summarily remove any Intelligence
Committee member who leaks. In
what might be viewed as a test case of
this principle, Sen. Patrick J. Leahy,
D-Vt,, resigned from the panel in Jan-
uary 1987 after giving a reporter ac-
cess to an unclassified Iran-contra re-
port. (The Administration, ironically,
had wanted the report released, but
the Intelligence Committee had
wanted to sit on it a while longer.)

The committee has also more
tightly compartmentalized its staff and
mandated that absolutely no docu-
ments be removed from the offices.
The CIA recently audited the commit-
tee’s control procedures, Cohen said,
and found them more stringent than
those in the executive branch. (See NJ,
8/1/87, p. 2002.)

Hyde complained that his merger
bill, which has 125 co-sponsors, is lan-
guishing in the Rules Committee,
which is not answering his letters re-
questing hearings. His best hope is to

wsurprisingly. No less surprisingly, with  have Dixon’s bill come over from the Sen-

Eitem—

the exception of Hyde, the Intelligence~ate, he said. But, considering Boren’s and
‘Commiittees’ teadership strongly-opposes—=Cohen’s resistance to a joint committee,
that currently appears unlikely.

The only intelligence oversight reform
measure that seems likely to grope its way
through the fog of controversy this year,
in fact, is the 48-hour notification that the
Senate has already passed. The measure’s
proponents contend that the Administra-
tion should quit while it is ahead and that
its veto threat is shortsighted for a variety
of reasons.

For one thing, in sharp contrast with
the scandalized mid-1970s intelligence de-
bate, covert actions have come out of the
closet in the 1980s, achieving a surpris-
ingly broad political acceptance on Capi-
tol Hill. “There’s an interesting point in
this entire debate,” Cohen observed,

The leakage issues Hyde raised have “which is that for the first time, Congress
also prompted Rep. Bill McCollum, R-  has gone on record with the passage of
Fla., to introduce a bill (HR™3066) that ™ this legislation saying we recognize the
makes-disclosure of classified information ™ need for and the desirability of covert ac-
by,—,f-fanyfgﬁigqr—or:emplbya’eﬁf-fhe-fedé’r'al} > tivity to carry out legitimate foreign pol-

on- ™ icy objectives. That has never been stated
gress, punishable by up-te-20-years in jail, =before in legislative history.”
whether-or-not-the-leaker-had any-intent ~ -

Because joint committees have been no-
toriously ineffective, Boren said, a joint
intelligence panel would be less able to
repel turf raiders from other committees.
“What happens over a period of time is
that all these other committees get a piece
of jurisdiction, then the dissemination of
classified information becomes much
more widespread,” he said. “So the oppo-
site would happen than what the support-
ers of this measure intend.”

Hyde responded that he envisioned a
“blue-ribbon committee of our best Sena-
tors and Congressmen,” with a sweeping
budgetary and oversight mandate that
would enable it to fend for itself,

-~ For another thing, if the White House
to-harm the-United States-The measureis  boos the bill from the legislative stage

with a veto, there is no shortage of other,
tougher acts waiting in the wings. “If we
do not pass responsible oversight legisla-
tion to ensure accountability on covert ac-
tions,” Boren warned, “we face the risk
that Congress will eventually act to say,
‘All right, if the executive doesn’t want to
keep at least our leadership informed,

then we will no longer allow covert ac-
tions.” ” a

bottled up in the House Judiciary Com-
mittee, from which it seems unlikely to
escape. But, a Judiciary Committee aide
said, it “is the kind of thing that may
shape the debate and spark some action in
the 101st Congress,” which convenes next
January.

A vigorous debate continues over the
extent to which congressional leakage is a
major problem. In the meantime, the
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